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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Discussed proposed amendments to claims 1 and 11 where the 
sensing unit senses "operating stability" where "said instability being willingly established by said individual so as to 
control said change over" from a first to a second "desired" operating status. It was explained to Applicant's attorney 
that the proposed limitations apply to how the user operates the hearing aid and not on the hearing aid system itself 
rendering the limitations more suitable for the method claim since, from the point of view of the hearing aid system, the 
device of Hohmann et al. would operate in the same manner by varying operating parameters of the haring aid based 
on acoustic feedback. 
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